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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTTON AGENCY HUNTER5 POINT

REGIoN lx ssrc No.5o9o.3
75 Hawthorne Street

San Francisco, CA 94105

May 23,  1996

Mr.  Dave Song
Department of the Nawy
Engineer ing F ie ld  Act iv i ty  West
900 Commodore Dr ive,  Code 1832.3
San  Bruno ,  Ca l_ i f o rn ia  94066-5000

RE: Draft Encrineerins Evaluation/Cost AnalvEiE Site fn-3: Waste
Oil Reclatnation ponds, Hunters point Arnex

T l o : r  M r  Q n n a ,v v r { v  _

EPA has -"o*ni"red its review of the above referenced document,
prepared by Levine.Fricke, fnc and PRC Environmental- Management,
rnc and submit ted on Apr i l  19,  !996. rn general ,  the EE/aA does
not support  some of  the more signi f icant concl-usions and
recornmendations made within the t.ext, notably with regard to the
removal  act ion object ives,  the nature and exlent of  the
contaminat ion and the discussion of  the recommended al- ternat ives.
The comments are divided into general and specific concerns an6
are presented as fo l lows:

General Comments:

l-. The terms "removal" and oremedial" are used interchangeably
throughout the docurnent. "Remedial " is a CERCLA term Ltrat 

-

denotes final action and is not covered by an EE/CA.

2. Although the waste oi1 ponds contain large amounts of
petroleum products, hazardous substances have been shown to
be present, either as constituents of the pet.roleum wastes
o_r as separate wastes disposed of into the ponds. pl_ease
check t,o make sure that boLh petroleum prod.ucts and
hazardous substances are consistently taken into account
throughout the document when discussing contami-nant.s present
at  rR-3,  both in soi l  and in the dissolved phase in the
groundwater.

3.  The stated removal  act ion object ives include the mit igat ion
of harmful impacts to surface water through removal- oi
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5 .

c o n t r o l  o f  t h e  s o u r c e .  s e c t i o n  6 . 2 . L . 2 ,  a n d  a l _ s o  p a g e  2  o f
the ES, state that  th is removal  act ion wir l  not  aa'oiess
groundwater. However, large amounts of contamination
apparently are below the water t,abre, which is disturbinggiven the locat ion direct ly on the shorel ine u"a- i r . . -  fact
that tlr. impacts to the Bay come from the groundwater, notr
f rom the soi l .  r t  is  unclear how the proposed al t .ernat ives
meet t .he removal  act ion object ive.

rnclude an est imate of  the total  guant i ty of  waste oi l
currentl-y in-place, including a bfeakdown of the amount.s
above and beLow 11 feet.

The nature and extent section of the EE/CA is inadequate.
There are numerous borings and wells throughout the area.
rh: Lext_says -tb-t samples were analyzed f6r voc, ivoc, pCBs
and metals. This data should be ind-icated on the siie maps
and provided in the sunmary tables. All unpublished d.ata
for this site must be summlrized in this EE7CA. published
data should also be summarized. This is necessary so that
agency.and public reviewers can evaLuate the exteit of
contaminat ion a1$ lhe_proposed technologies.  preserr i ly ,  the
Taps only show limited ToG information iround rR-3. Data
from areas near rR-3 should be shown to delinu"t"-the extent
of  contaminat ion.

6 .  The "e f fec t i veness"  d iscuss ions  do  no t  inc lude a lL  o f  the
i tems speci f ied in sect ion 6.0,  nor do the corresponding
"cos t "  d iscuss ions  in  sec t ion  G.2  t ,h rough 6 .6  inc lude cos t
est imates.  A discussion of  ef fect ivenels is incomplet ,e
without an evaluation of compliance with ARARs, permanence
and the potent ia l  for  the reduct ion of  toxic i iy ,  mobi l i ty ,
and chemical volume.

7.  The discussion of  a l ternat ive 4 needs to cover long term
management,  i .e.  inst i tut ional  control  t ,o control  iccess to
the area where the soil wil l be replaced.

8 .  A t  an  add i t iona l  es t imated  cos t  o f  953?,000 more  than
al ternat ive 4,  a l ternat ive 6 proposes instal- Iat ion of  sheetpi l ing.  to l imi t  mobi l i ty  of  cont iminant.s.  p l -ease discuss
how this extra cost  is just i f ied.

9. The comparative analysis of the various alt.ernatives waspresent.ed into three categor ies;  ef fect iveness,
i-mplementabil ity and cost. witfrin those three categories
there are various evaluation factors such as short-term
effect iveness, compl iance with ARARs, technical  teasiUi f i ty ,
etc. Discuss how the various fact.ors within these
categories were weighted in evaluating the removal action.

10. Th" comparison discussion in section ? should be more
detailed, and include the schedule for implementation.
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11. Most of  the remedial  a l ternat ives evaluated had numerous
potent ia l  factors that  could s igni f icant ly increase the
cost.  A more detai l -ed discussion on the probabi l i ty  of
encounter ing theses factors and on the reiul t . ing in l reased
cost would great. ly benef i t  the evaruat ion of  the proposed
al ternat ives,  and for al ternat ives wi th s imi lar  e l t i i rateO
costs, would provide an additional import.ant evaluation
f a c t o r .

L2. Comparing the cost of  a l ternat ive 5 t ,o the other opt ions is
not appropriate because alternative 5 is a much more
extensive act ion.  To be fair ,  the cost of  th is al ternat ive
should be compared to the other alternatives plus the future
cost of  remediat ing below the water t ,able.  npa bel ieves
that al-ternat,j-ve 5 may be the most cost effective solution
overal-1.

Specifie eomments

1. Section 2.2, Dgt 7, 1ast paragrraplr: Check and/or recalcul_ate
st ,ated capaci t ies f  or  t .he two oi l  reclamat ion ponds.

2.  sect ion 2.3.2,  pet  I ,  paragrapb 1:  r t  would be helpful  to
provide additional information about the wetLand aieas
including their size and how they may affect the area needed
for several  of  the remedial  a l ternat ives.  Also,  p lease
indicate the locat ion of  the wet. lands on a map.

3.  Figrure 2-L:  Please include in the legend a descr ipt ion of
all- symbols used on this map.

4.  seet ion 2.3.3,  pg 9,  paragrapb 1:  This document discusses
the possible presence of  a r iprap, a barr ier  wa11, or
shoreline dike between rR-3 and the Bay. Discuss whether
this feature wi l l  be fur ther invest igated ei ther pr ior  to
evaluating the remedial- alternatives or during aesign.

5.  sect ion 2.-3.4,  pg 9:  rnclude a groundwater elevat ion i ldp,
and incrude data indicating the dates and times that
groundwater elevations were measured, and the dates that the
monitoring we11s were inst,al1ed. The statement that
groundwater fl-ow direcLion is generally inland is
contradicted by the contaminant plume maps and also by
common sense. The sewer system is unlikely t,o be an 

-

important sink in this l_ocation.

If vertical gradients are consistently upward., as stated in
the t.ext,, then how did oily contamination (with a specific
gravity of .9) get l_5 feet below the water table?

6. Sect ion 3.1.1,  Ds L2, paragrapb 1:  I f  the data which
supports this EE/CA is unpublished, it must be provided ina
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this EE/CA. At a minimum, tables which summarize all
detections in soil and groundwater should be included.
Figures wi th posted data would be he1pfu1. This data is
necessary in order to evaluate the extent of contamination
and whether the proposed remedial action is appropriate and
adeguat,e.

Sect ion 3.1.1,  pS L2, ] .aet  paraEraph: Given the est imated
vo lume o f  o i l  d isposed o f  per  year  (0 .6  to  2  mi l l ion
g a l l o n s ) ,  t h e  t o t a l  c a p a c i t y  o f  t h e  p o n d s  ( 2 3 0 , 0 0 0  g a l l o n s ) ,
and the information that oil was removed only three t. imes
per year, it is 1ike1y that. there were times when the ponds
overf lowed, or that  o iL was aLso disposed of  on the adjacent
land. This may be the source of the shallow cont,aminat.ion.

Section 3.2, pS 13, paragrapb 1: Based upon the poor
resul ts of  product skimming in exist ing we1ls,  i t  is  not
clear that installation of new we1ls and product skimming
would be worth the cost and ef f ort. Pl-ease provide
j u s t i f i c a t i o n .

Sect ion 3.3,  ps 14: Because of  the high concentrat ions of
petroleum producLs, i t  is  l ikely that .  det .ect ion l imi ts for
many of the chemicals of concern (primarily PAHs) are
significantly above regulat,ory or risk-based 1eve1s but
report ,ed as nondetected with el-evated detect ion l imi ts.
Analysis for PAHs should be performed using Method 8270 with
sel-ected ion monitoring (SIM) and extensive gel permeation
chromatograph and sil ica ge1 cleanup of sample extracts.

Sectioa 4.2, paragraph 1: The background information and
discussion in this paragraph was not rel-evant in previous
EE/CAs ( i .e.  Storm Drain EE/CA) and is not relevant to the
understand.ing and support of alternatives presented in t.his
EE/CA. f t  is ,  again,  inappropr iate for  inclusion in th is
document. Please delete the paragraph.

1 0 .

11. Section 4.2.L, p9 18, paragrrapb 2: Although CERCLA exempts
the removal action from obtaining permits, the substant.ive
requirements must sti l l  be met.. This paragraph indicates.
that the substantive requirements of the permit,s can be
waived. Please correcL.

1,2.  Seet ion 4.2.2.L:  The discussion of  ARARs is much too
general. There are sections of the CCR which refer to waste
character izat ion using federal  and sLate cr i ter ia.  I t  is
incorrect to state that there are no chemical-specific
ARARS.

l -3 .  Sect ioa 5.1,  Dgt  24:  Ear l ier  in  th is  repor t  i t  is  s tated
that this EE/CA only addresses soil  and product. This
section discusses insti tut ional control-s for groundwater
which, as stated in the Executive Summary is not part of
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th is  EEICA.  P lease rev ise  th is  sec t ion
inst i tut ional  controls would be appl ied

to
to

discuss how
soi l -  and product.

1,7

1,4.  Sect ion 5.2.L,  D9 25, buJ.J.et  2:  The intent of  th is bul let
is unclear.  Please def ine Lhe nat,ure of  the excavat ion.

15 .  Sec t ion  5 .2 .L .  and 5 .2 .2 ,  D€!  25-26 :  I t  i s  no t  c lear  why
sheet pi l ing is retained and sLurry wal1s are not.
Subsurface obstruct,ions wil l be a greater problem for sheet
pi le than for a s lurry wal1.  I t  appears that  the decis ion
to retain s lurry wal1s was made because of  the potent ia l  for
collapsing wa11. PLease support. this argument.

16 .  Sec t ion  5 .2 .3 ,  pg  27 ,  Ias t  paragraph:  When cos t  i s  used as
a basis for dismissing a technology, t.he document shouLd
include an est , imate of  the associated cost so that the
reader can reach the same conclusion as the Narnr.

Sec t ion  5 ,3 .2 .L ,  pg  28-29:  We1 ls  a re  genera l l y  p re fe r red
for areas where uniform subsurface conditions exist since
well-s are point removal systems and are greatly infl-uenced
by the t lpe of  mater ia ls the wel l  is  screened across.
Trenches are generally bett.er for heterogenous soil since a
trench intercepts al l  soi l  t lpes and, when f i l led wi th
gravel ,  wi l l  col lect  everything Lhat,  seeps into i t .  For
these reasons, dn interceptor trench would be the preferred
method to remove LNAPL in a heterogeneous material.

This sect ion also indicates that LNAPL is natural ly immobi le
in a heterogeneous f i l l .  In many cases, a heterogenous f i f l
wil l  provide voids and preferential pathways for the I,NAPL
to migrate depending on the tlpe of f i1l, debris content and
how it was placed. LNAPL immobility need not necessarily be
t r u e .

l -8 .  Sec t ion  5 .4 . ! ,  pg  29-30:  Prov ide  bos t  in fo rmat ion  fo r  so i l
washing since this was one of the factors that was used to
el-iminate this technology from further consideration.

1-9.  Sect ion 5.4.2,  pg 30-31: There are several  d isadvant.ages
listed for thermal desorption but the information on which
these disadvantages are based is not provided. For example,
it is stated that thermal desorpt.ion requires large amounts
of energy. Define "1arge amounts of energ"y". Also define
whether the energy per pound is greater than that required
to construct a landfi l l  and transport the soil t.o the
landf i l1 for  d isposal .  When al l  th ings are considered, i t
is possible that thermal desorption uses less energry.
Material handling for thermal desorption is most 1ike1y not
that much great.er than the on-site portion of off-site
disposal  and backf i l l ing wi th c lean f i I l .  Addi t ional
information is necessary to support statements in this
sec t ion .

o
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2A.  sec t ion  5 .4 .3 ,  ps  31 :  The techno logy  descr ip t ion  is
inadequate.  Incl-ude a discussion of  the st .abi l iz ing agent
being considered. Discuss avai lable performance data for
t.his technology to support the requirement to provide an
immobi l ized mass of  o i l  saturated soi l .  Evaluate how the
het.erogenei ty of  the soi l  wi l l  af fect  the stabi l izat ion
process .

21,.  Sect ion 5.6.2,  ps 35: Thermal t . reatment does not address
ambient.  metals.  This may be a problem for soi l  reuse.

22 .  Sec t ion  5 .7 .2 ,  DS 36:  Ear l ie r  in  the  repor t ,  thermal -
desorpt ion was discussed. I t  is  assumed that th is was on-
s i t ,e  desorp t ion .  Th is  sec t ion  (sec t , ion  5 .7 .2 )  shou ld  a lso
include a discussion of  thermal desorpt . ion in an of f -s i te
faci l i ty  and recycl ing the c leaned soi l .  Ot,her of f -s i te
treatment/disposal  opt ions should be discussed and
evaluated. For example, incorporation of the oil
contaminated soil into asphalt should be included. This
treatment technol-ogy is commonly used for petroLeum laden
s o i l - .

23 .  sec t ion  5 .1 ,  Ds  39 ,  sen tenee 2 :  Sec t ion  5  does  no t .  incLude
a detailed eval-uation of i-) excavation to groundwater, 2)
excavation below groundwater, and 3) product skimming. The
discussion which ment. ions these technologies should be
expanded.

Sect ion 6. t ,  ps 39:  Other  technologies that  shoul -d be
inc luded are thermaL desorpt ion at  an of f -s i te  fac i l i ty  and
asphal t  incorporat ion.

2 4 .

25.  sec t ion  6 .2 .1 .1 ,  99  4L ,  bu ] . le ts  1  and 4 :  These bu l le ts
discuss sampling the soil to guide excavation, yet no act.ion
level-  cr i ter ia are l is ted.

26. Sect ion 6.2.2.L,  Dg 42, paragrapb 1:  This paragraph
discusses si te sampl ing for establ ishing cleanup l -evels.  I t
a lso says excavat ion wiLl  be based on vis ib le evidence. I t
is not cl-ear what objectives the sampling wil l meet.
Clarify why grid sampling wil l be performed. It would
appear that grid sampling may not be necessary if the extent
of the excavation wil l be determined based on visible
evidence as the excavation is occurring. Please include a
description of the analyses to be performed on the samples.

27 .  Sec t ion  6 .2 .L .2 ,  99  44 ,  eentenee 5 :  Th is  sec t ion  s ta tes
that the environment is protected since the majority of the
product is removed. However, there is sti1l significant
product in the underlying soil that wil l continue Eo add
contaminants to the environment. Removing a portion of the
contamination wil l not necessarily protect the environment,
but may increase the rate of natural attenuaLion and

dtaylor

dtaylor



mitigate the harmful impact to the environment from the
cont.aminat ion.  This sect ion should include a discussion of
ARARs, permanence, and reduction in toxicity, mobil ity and
volume as descr ibed in Sect ion 6.0

28.  Seet ion  6 .2 .1 .3 ,  p6 t  44 :  Th is  sec t ion  shou ld  inc lude a
discussion of  the problems ( i f  any) associated with f inding
an area to stockpi le the soi l - .

29 .  Sec t , ion  6 .2 .L .4 ,  ps  45 :  P lease prov ide  a  summary  o f  the
costs for  th is opt ion in the body of  the report .

30 .  Sec t ion  6 .2 .2 .2 ,  pg  47 :  V isua l  observa t ions  o f  the  so i l  as
it is removed from the excavation may provide an indication
of the soil contamination remaining below the water surface.
Although this may not be completely comprehensive, there
should be adequat,e visual signs that goals have been
attained. This sect ion should include a discussion of
ARARs, permanence and reduction in toxicity, mobil ity and
vo lume as  d iscussed in  Sec t ion  6 .0 .

3 1 .  s e c l i o n  6 . 2 . 2 . 3 ,  D s  4 8 :  T h i s  s e c t i o n  s h o u l d  i n c l u d e  a
discussion of  the problems ( i f  any) associated with f inding
an area to stockpi le the soi l .

32 .  Sec t ion  6 .2 .2 .4 ,  pE 49 :  P lease prov ide  a  summary  o f  the
costs for  th is opt ion in the body of  the report .

33 .  Sec t ion  6 .2 .3 .1 ,  Dgt  49 ,  paragraph 2 :  Use o f  we l ls  shou l -d  be
reconsidered given the heterogenei ty of  the f i l l .  Trenches
are l ikely to be more ef fect ive.

34 .  Seet ion  6 .2 .3 .1 ,  pg  50 ,  paraEraph 2 :  Th is  sec t ion  s t .a tes
t .hat .  1,000 gal lons of  f loat ing product wi l l  be assumed to be
removed. For budgeting purposes, this number should be
h igher .  I t  was  es t imated  ear l ie r  in  Lhe repor t  tha t  40 ,000
gal lons of  f loat ing product exists.  I t  th is is t rue,
removal  of  1,000 gal lons wi l l  provide no benef i t  and
installation of any product removal system should be
reconsidered. Tf product. removal is a key objective, t.hen a
thorough effort should be put forth to design and install
the removal system and removal of significantly more than
1,000 ga l lons  shou ld  be  assumed.

35. sect ion 5.2.3.2,  pg 50, Daragnraph 2:  The assumed low
mobility of the free phase product shouLd be compared to the
soil contaminant concentrations (assuming the ponds are the
point  source) to conf i rm this assumption. Please include an
evaluation and discussion that either confirms or
invalidates the 1ow mobil ity.

35 .  sec t ion  6 .2 .3 .2 :  Th is  sec t ion  shou ld  inc lude a  d iscuss ion
of ARARs, permanence and reduction in toxicity, mobil ity and

I
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vo l -ume as  d iscussed in  Sec t ion  5 .0 .

3 '7 .  sec t ion  6 .2 .3 .42  P lease prov ide  a  surnmary  o f  t .he  cos ts  fo r
this opt.ion in the body of the report.

3 8 .  s e c t i o n  5 . 3 . 1 . 3 ,  p g  5 3 :  D r i v i n g  s h e e t  p i l e  a r o u n d
obstructions can be very time consuming and costly since one
does not. know where the subsurface obstruction ends. If
s igni f icant subsurface obstruct ions are ant. ic ipated, s lurry
walls should be considered instead, or the area should be
pre-excavated and backfi l led prior to driving the sheet
pi1e. In addi t ion,  there should be some discussion of
corrosion since the st,eel sheet,s wil l be in contact with
sal twater which may cause a shortened l i fe span.

39 .  sec t ion  7 .O:  These a l te rna t ives  shou ld  inc lude a  d iscuss ion
of the period of t ime needed for implementation. These
schedule considerations may have an effect on the decision
of the pref erred alt.ernative.

40. Sect ion 7.2,  pS 71: This sect ion recommends al- ternat ive 2
or 4.  However,  a l ternat ive 3 is only marginal ly more
expensive (10%) and permanently eliminates the toxicity and
volume whereas disposal  and stabi l izat ion do not.  Based on
the long-term effect iveness of  Al ternat ive 3,  more
consideration should be given to this alternative.

4t .  TabJ'e 3-1.  9g 4:  Def ine the aster isk in the TTLC coLumn for
t.ot.al chromium in the f ootnotes. The table should al-so
indicate the detect ion l imi ts for  nondetected analytes.
Because of  the high concentrat ions of  petroleum products,  i t
is 1ike1y that many detection Limits are significantly above
regulatory or r isk-based levels.

42. Table 4-1:  The wetLands ci tat ion should be to 40 CFR ParL
6, Appendix A and Executive Order 11990. The remainder of
the c i tat ion should be deleted.

43. Tab1e 4-1:  Coastal  Zone Management Act -  c i te as Sect ion
3 0 7  ( c )  o f  L 5  U . S . C .  S S  ! 4 5 1  e t  s e q .  D i s c u s s  c o n s i s t e n c y
wi th  s ta te  p1an.

Table 4-22 If a treatment unit is used on site, then the
table needs to discuss closure requirements for whatever
type of treatment. unit is used.

45. Tab3.e 4-22 The citation regarding RCRA generator
requirements should reference hazardous waste disposal
faci l i t ies as weJl-  as sol id waste disposal  faci l i t ies.

4 4
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q t .

Appendix A

Fourth bullet: Explain the purpose of pre-excavation
sampling. Eliminating pre-excavation sampling in favor of
post -excavat ion sampl ing can reduce costs .  Descr ibe
verif ication methods to be used to ensure that the
contaminated soil  has been removed.

ri f th buJ.J.et: I t  is not clear why sidewall samples were not
considered in  the est imate.

48. Table A-?:  Costs for  PCB analyses should be included.

49. Table A-9:  I t  is  nor c lear what the analyt ical  costs for
product sampl ing ($150) cover.  L ist  the proposed analyses.

I f  you  have  any  ques t , i ons ,  p lease  ca l l  me  a t  (415 )  744 -2367 .

S ince re l y ,

fr,^*/4:re2'a
Anna-Marie Cook
Remedial Project Manager

cc:  Gavin McCabe,  EPA
Cyrus Shabahari, DTSC
Richard Hiett,  RWQCB
Mike McClel l-and, EFAWEST
Richard Powell,  EFAWEST
Karl-a Brasaemle, Weston
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